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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Sriteja

Yamparala appeals from the

upon the magistrate court

trial

district court’s

verdict ﬁnding

order afﬁrming the judgment entered

Yamparala guilty 0f driving without a valid

registration.

Statement 0f Facts and Course 0f Proceedings
In October 2017, Idaho State Trooper Michael Kish stopped Yamparala for speeding

84 in Ada County.
registration sticker

(Trial Recordingl, 0:44-0:52, 1:14-2:58.)

registration

failed t0 provide

t0

be expired.

speed zone

At

t0 issue

(Trial

proof of a valid registration.

Kish cited Yamparala With driving Without a valid
Kish declined

Trooper Kish also observed that the

Yamparala a speeding

when Trooper Kish observed him.
the subsequent court

trial

at

Recording, 2:58—3:20, 3:50-4:18.)

(Trial

Recording, 4:20-5:23.) Trooper

registration, I.C. § 49-430.

ticket

as the individual he pulled over.

(R., p.6.)

Trooper

because Yamparala had just entered a lower

(Trial Recording, 4:25-4:32.)

Which Yamparala represented himself, Trooper Kish

testiﬁed consistently With the above. (Trial Recording, 0:44-5:32.)

1

I-

afﬁxed to Yamparala’s license plate was expired, and a computer search

showed Yamparala’s
Yamparala

0n

(Trial Recording,

He

3:33-3:48.)

also identiﬁed

Yamparala

Yamparala brieﬂy cross-

Pursuant to I.C.R. 54(f)(2), the district court, in its intermediate appellate capacity, permitted
to purchase an audio recording of the court trial in lieu of paying the costs associated

Yamparala

With preparing a transcript.

(R., pp.37-38.)

examined Trooper Kish on

his basis for the stop, but did not present or elicit

exhibits regarding his registration status at the time he

7:20.) After the magistrate court

found that the

state

was pulled

had met

its

over.

t0 the state in discovery.

(Trial

had renewed

(m Trial Recording,

ruling that the state

its

met

8: 1 8-

also represented to

(Trial Recording, 8:59-

his registration after receiving the citation.

The magistrate court repeated

9:50.)

and

Recording, 7:22-8:22; R., p.62.)

While the magistrate court was reviewing the documents, Yamparala

the court that he

infraction,

into evidence at the trial

Nonetheless, the magistrate court appeared t0 review the documents.

9:48.)

Recording, 5:25-

burden t0 prove the

Yamparala submitted several documents which were not admitted

Which were not provided

(Trial

any testimony 0r

its

burden to prove that

Yamparala committed the infraction and entered the corresponding judgment.

(Trial

Recording,

9:49-9:57; R., p.19.)

On February
appeal.

1,

2018, 42 days after the judgment was entered, Yamparala ﬁled a notice of

(R., pp.22-23.)

The notice was ﬁle-stamped by

the

Ada County

Clerk’s Ofﬁce, and the

caption of the notice referenced the District Court 0f the 4th Judicial District. (Id.)

body of

the notice stated that

Idaho Supreme Court.

(Id.)

However, the

Yamparala was appealing the magistrate court judgment

The notice 0f appeal was forwarded

to the

to the

Idaho Supreme Court,

Which, after ﬁrst entering a conditional dismissal order (R., p.25), ultimately dismissed the
appeal because

(R.,

it

was not ﬁled from an appealable judgment 0r order entered

p.36 (citing I.A.R. 11(0)».

On March

5,

2018, after the Idaho Supreme Court entered

conditional dismissal order, and 74 days after the judgment

Yamparala ﬁled a notice 0f appeal With the

in the district court

district court.

was entered

(R., pp.26-27.)

its

in the magistrate court,

Yamparala’s intermediate appellate brief did not contain a statement of issues as required
by I.A.R. 35(a)(4), but appeared to assert: (1) the DMV wrongfully denied his application to
renew his driver’s license due to a misunderstanding concerning his legal status while his request
for a work visa extension was pending; (2) he did not renew his driver’s registration because he
was not legally permitted to drive without a valid license; (3) several years ago, the DMV
renewed his registration for less than a full year despite Yamparala paying for a full year of
registration, in violation of the Idaho Consumer Protection Act; (4) the state committed discovery
violations in the course of the underlying trial proceeding; (5) the prosecutor and Trooper Kish
made misstatements during the trial; (6) he was pulled over by Trooper Kish on his way to the
DMV (presumably to renew his registration); and (7) he was entitled to compensation from the
prosecutor for daily commute, an additional trip to the DMV, and other costs associated with the
citation. (R., pp.41-52.) Yamparala also attached several documents to the brief that were not
admitted into evidence at the court trial. (R., pp.43-52.)
The state liberally construed Yamparala’s appellate brief and argued, among other things,
that Yamparala’s notice of appeal was untimely, that the trial court found Yamparala guilty based
upon sufficient evidence, and that Yamparala’s various arguments did not demonstrate that he
was entitled to relief. (R., pp.58-81.)
In its intermediate appellate capacity, the district court affirmed the judgment entered by
the magistrate court. (R., pp.88-95.) The court noted that Yamparala’s appellate brief failed to
“comply with the dictates of the Idaho rules,” but that in any event, Yamparala failed to
demonstrate he was entitled to relief. (R., pp.91-92.) The court held that it would not consider

3

Yamparala’s arguments regarding the DMV and purported discovery violations because he failed
to raise them in the magistrate court. (R., pp.92-93.) The court also held that Yamparala failed
to support his appellate arguments with authority or citations to the record. (R., p.93.) Finally,
the court concluded that the magistrate court correctly rejected Yamparala’s asserted factual
defenses to the charge of driving without a valid registration. (R., pp.93-94.) The court rejected
the state’s argument that Yamparala’s notice of appeal was untimely. (R., p.91.)
Yamparala, still in his pro se capacity, timely appealed the district court’s intermediate
appellate decision to the Idaho Supreme Court. (R., p.96.)

4

ISSUES
Yamparala
i.

states the issues

Whether

State

on appeal

0f Idaho

as:

DMV’S

failure to follow Federal Regulations in issuance

of driving privileges be overlooked?
ii.

Whether

State

of Idaho Department of Motor Vehicle’s continued Violation of

Attorney General’s Consumer Protection Act be overlooked?
iii.

District court opines not to consider the issue asserted for the ﬁrst time
Is this

court? This
iV.

on appeal.

when the appellant’s right t0 be heard was violated in the trafﬁc
issue was made aware t0 the district court at least a couple times.

warranted

Whether prosecution’s consistent misrepresentation of facts be accepted?
Whether the lower courts followed a diplomatic intent in enforcing the laws?
Whether the appellant’s/defendant’s right to be heard was violated?

Vi.

Whether

State’s

unfulﬁllment 0f Request for Discovery with a motion for

Protective Order under 16(1) the ﬁrst time and trying to fulﬁll With a corrupt ﬁle
the second time justiﬁed?

(Appellant’s brief, p.6 (verbatim, citations omitted).)

The
1.

state rephrases the issues

Did the

district

0n appeal

as:

court lack jurisdiction over Yamparala’s intermediate appeal

because the notice of appeal was untimely?
2.

Are the

issues

Yamparala

various procedural bars?

raises

0n appeal waived pursuant

t0 the application

0f

ARGUMENT
I.

The District Court Lacked Jurisdiction Over Yamparala’s Intermediate Appeal Because The
Notice

A.

Oprpeal Was Untimely

Introduction

Yamparala did not ﬁle a proper notice of appeal from the magistrate court judgment
74 days

after the

judgment was

The

entered.

notice of appeal

was

therefore untimely.

until

Because

the district court thus lacked jurisdiction over the intermediate appeal, this Court should dismiss

Yamparala’s appeal from the

B.

Standard

“On

district court’s

intermediate appellate decision.

Of Review

appeal of a decision rendered

by

a district court While acting in

its

intermediate

appellate capacity, the appellate court directly reviews the district court’s decision.” Shepherd

Shepherd, 161 Idaho 14, 17, 383 P.3d 693, 696 (2016) (quoting Idaho Dep’t of Health
V.

C.

McCormick, 153 Idaho 468, 470, 283 P.3d 785, 787

Yamparala’s March

5,

2018, Notice

V.

& Welfare

(2012)).

Of Appeal

Filed With

The

District

Court

Was

Untimely
Excepting certain situations not applicable here, an appeal from a judgment of conviction
entered in the magistrate court must be

made

t0 the district court.

I.C.R. 54(a)(1).

A notice

of

appeal initiating an appeal from such a judgment must be ﬁled within 42 days from the date

ﬁlestamped 0n the judgment being appealed.
notice of appeal With the district court

the appeal. I.C.R. 54(m).

is

I.C.R. 54(b)(1)(A).

jurisdictional

The

failure t0 ﬁle a timely

and Will cause the automatic dismissal of

In this case, 42 days after the magistrate court entered Yamparala’s

judgment

Without a valid registration, Yamparala physically ﬁled a notice 0f appeal with the

However,

(R, pp.22-23.)

in the language

named respondent

against the above

court judgment directly With the Idaho

from a judgment entered

it

Supreme Court.”

as an attempt

by Yamparala

must be made

was improper and did not

jurisdiction to the district court.

(Id.)

The Idaho Supreme

t0 appeal the magistrate

(m R., pp.25, 36.)

Supreme Court.

in the magistrate court

54(a)(1), this notice of appeal

Because an appeal

to the district court, I.C.R.

initiate

a valid appeal 0r confer

Correspondingly, and consistent With the relevant rules, the

Idaho Supreme Court dismissed Yamparala’s appeal and entered the Remittitur.

Only

later,

74 days

after the magistrate court’s

(R., pp.36, 55.)

judgment was entered, did Yamparala

ﬁnally ﬁle a proper notice 0f appeal from the magistrate court judgment with the

However, because

(R., pp.26-27.)

court judgment

court,

was

entered,

it

and should have resulted

The

this notice

was ﬁled more than 42 days

district court.

after the magistrate

did not confer intermediate appellate jurisdiction upon the district
in the automatic dismissal

0f the appeal. I.C.R. 54(b)(1), (m).

argued that Yamparala’s appeal should be dismissed as untimely in the

state

intermediate appellate proceeding.

(R., pp.63-64.)

argument and declined t0 dismiss the appeal 0n
2

district court.

0f the notice, Yamparala provided that he “appeals

t0 the Idaho

Court received the notice and construed

for driving

However, the

this basis.

district court rejected this

(R., pp.90-91.)

The court

cited

Additionally, the caption of Yamparala’s initial notice 0f appeal references the Public Utilities

Commission and

Industrial

Commission of

the State 0f Idaho.

(R., p.22.)

Therefore,
Clerk’s

it

Appeals from

may be made directly to the Idaho Supreme Court. I.A.R. 4.
appears that Yamparala utilized an incorrect form Which directed the Ada County

decisions 0f both of these agencies

Ofﬁce

t0

forward the notice 0f appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court.

Mertens

Mertens, 2012

V.

WL

9490460

* 3
(Idaho

appellant, like Yamparala, attempted t0 appeal

Supreme Court. In

from a magistrate court order

as a timely ﬁled appeal

district court,

Yamparala’s intermediate
211$ R., p.36 (the Idaho

appeal be, and hereby

Ada County

is,

district court

5,

District Court”

March

(some capitalization modiﬁed)).)
initial

2012

stating, “It

dismissed, as the appeal ﬁled on

remanded Yamparala’s appeal

WL 9490460 * 3.

appeal 0n

March

5,

t0 the district court, as

state asserts that the district court erred

it

by

hereby

2018

by

Indeed,

20, 2018,

in

rej ecting its

3

An

V.

appellate court

may afﬁrm

initial,

(Ct.

the time the Idaho

(R., pp.26-27, 36.)

Unlike in

V.

m,

t0 the district court.

Supreme Court ceased
1,

the

2018 notice of appeal.

a district court order 0n any correct legal theory.

App. 2015).

effectively

timeliness argument, and that

improper, February

Avelar, 129 Idaho 700, 704, 931 P.3d 1218, 1222 (1997); State

349 P.3d 1220, 1227

proceeding in the

m.

the appeal and issuing the Remittitur, the Idaho

proceeding that was initiated by Yamparala’s

(R., p.91;

ordered that this

Supreme Court

Supreme Court did not expressly remand Yamparala’s appeal

by dismissing

In the

Yamparala had ﬁled, on

district court.

had done

is

is

the district court lacked jurisdiction over Yamparala’s intermediate appeal.3

Instead,

Supreme

ordered to “process this matter

it

Therefore, the district court apparently concluded that the Idaho

the Idaho

directly to the Idaho

appeal was, by that time, “proceeding.”

2018, a second notice of appeal, this time With the

The

which the

Supreme Court’s dismissal order acknowledged

Supreme Court dismissal order

Supreme Court dismissed Yamparala’s

March

which

E m,

from the Magistrate Court.”

present case, the district court noted, the Idaho

ﬂ

in

that case, after ﬁrst conditionally dismissing the appeal, the Idaho

Court ultimately remanded the case t0 the

that

App. 2012) (unpublished),

m, gg, State

Diaz, 158 Idaho 629, 636,

The only other notice of appeal ﬁled by Yamparala was ﬁled with
2018 — 74 days

after the magistrate court judgment

was

entered.

the district court

on March

5,

This second, untimely notice 0f

appeal did not confer jurisdiction upon the district court t0 consider Yamparala’s intermediate
appeal.

N0

Idaho rule permits an appellant to effectively extend the jurisdictional time t0 ﬁle a

notice of appeal

Supreme Court.
Yamparala’s

from a magistrate court order by ﬁrst ﬁling the notice

directly With the Idaho

Because the Idaho Supreme Court did not remand (and instead dismissed)

initial

appeal, and because Yamparala’s second appeal

was

initiated

by an untimely

notice 0f appeal, the district court lacked jurisdiction over Yamparala’s intermediate appeal and

should have dismissed

it.

Because an appellate court directly reviews a magistrate court’s

intermediate appellate decision, Shepherd, 161 Idaho at 17, 383 P.3d at 696, this Court should
likewise dismiss this appeal.

II.

The

Issues Yamparala Raises

On Appeal Are Waived Pursuant T0 The Application Of Various
Procedural Bars

A.

Introduction
In his Appellant’s brief, Yamparala raises various allegations related to the underlying

magistrate court proceeding.

(ﬂ generally Appellant’s

brief.)

However, a review of this

brief,

the appellate record, and the applicable law reveal that each 0f Yamparala’s appellate claims are

waived pursuant

to

one 0r several procedural bars. Speciﬁcally, the issues Yamparala raises on

appeal are waived because: (1) Yamparala failed t0 raise the issues t0 the

Yamparala

trial

court;

(2)

failed to raise the issues to the district court in the intermediate appellate proceeding;

(3)

Yamparala has

failed to assign

arguments are supported by

new

any error

Yamparala’s appellate

to the district court; (4)

evidence not presented to the lower court; and (5) Yamparala’s

appellate arguments are not supported

by references

to the transcript 0r record

0n appeal, or by

citation to pertinent authority.

B.

Standard

Of Review

As noted

above, “[o]n appeal of a decision rendered by a district court while acting in

its

intermediate appellate capacity, the appellate court directly reviews the district court’s decision.”

Shepherd, 161 Idaho
787.)

at 17,

383 P.3d

The Idaho Supreme Court has

at

696 (quoting McCormick, 153 Idaho

at

470, 283 P.3d

at

further explained:

The Supreme Court reviews

the

trial

court

(magistrate)

record

to

and competent evidence t0 support the
magistrate’s ﬁndings of fact and whether the magistrate’s conclusions of law
follow from those ﬁndings. If those ﬁndings are so supported and the conclusions
follow therefrom and if the district court afﬁrmed the magistrate’s decision, we
afﬁrm the district court’s decision as a matter 0f procedure.
determine whether there

Li

(quoting Nicholls

V.

is

substantial

Blaser, 102 Idaho 559, 561, 633 P.2d 1137, 1139 (1981)). “Thus, [the

Idaho Supreme] Court does not review the decision of the magistrate court. Rather,
procedurally bound t0 afﬁrm 0r reverse the decisions of the district court.” Pelayo

V.

[it

is]

Pelayo, 154

Idaho 855, 859, 303 P.3d 214, 218 (2013) (internal citations and quotations omitted).

C.

Yamparala Waived The Issues He Attempts T0 Raise

The “party
V.

On Appeal

alleging error [on appeal] has the burden of showing

D.L. White Const.,

Inc.,

it

in the record.”

Akers

156 Idaho 37, 48, 320 P.3d 428, 439 (2014) (citations omitted).

appellate court Will not review actions 0f the district court for

10

Which n0

error has

An

been assigned

and will not otherwise search the record for unspeciﬁed
153, 159, 657 P.2d 17, 23 (1983); Liponis

699 (2010)

(“...to

theories,

ﬁmdamental

a

Bach, 149 Idaho 372, 374-375, 234 P.3d 696, 698-

the extent that an assignment 0f error

compliance with the I.A.R.,
It is

V.

and arguments

it is

deemed

law

that appellate

were presented below.

An

275, 396 P.3d 700, 704 (2017).

documentation to an appellate brief

not argued and supported in

review

is

limited to the evidence,

State V. Garcia—Rodriguez, 162 Idaho 271,

attempt to introduce
“is

is

be waived”).

to

tenet of appellate

that

State V. Hoisington, 104 Idaho

errors.

new

evidence on appeal by attaching

improper and Will be disregarded.” Nelson

V.

Nelson,

144 Idaho 710, 714, 170 P.3d 375, 379 (2007). Similarly, Where a party appeals the decision of
the district court in

different

its

intermediate appellate capacity, the appellant

from those presented

Wood

t0 the district court.

V.

may not

raise issues that are

Wood, 124 Idaho

12, 16-17,

855

P.2d 473, 477-478 (Ct. App. 1993). Additionally, an appellate court Will not consider any issues
raised in the appellant’s brief which are not supported

appeal, 0r

by

1152 (2010);

The

citation t0 pertinent authority.

ﬂ alﬂ
state

Bach

V.

by

references to the transcript 0r record on

Bagley, 148 Idaho 784, 790, 229 P.3d 1146,

I.A.R. 35(a)(6).

construes

the

Issues

and Argument sections of Yamparala’s

Presented

Appellant’s brief as raising the following claims:

(1)

the

DMV’s

initial

failure t0

renew

Yamparala’s driver’s license was in Violation 0f federal regulations and was based upon a
misunderstanding concerning his legal status while his application for a work Visa extension was
pending; (2) in 2015, the
Violation of the Idaho

DMV

wrongly renewed

Consumer Protection Act;

11

his registration for less than a full year in

(3) the magistrate court violated his right to

be

heard

when

it

interrupted

him and prevented him from cross—examining Trooper Kish on

the

purpose for the trafﬁc stop; (4) the prosecution “fabricated the statements of the case” With
respect t0 facts related t0 the trafﬁc stop; and (5) the state failed to

comply with

his requests for

discovery. (Appellant’s’ brief, pp.6-9.)

Yamparala raised similar claims regarding the

DMV,

alleged misstatements

made by

the

prosecutor and Trooper Kish, and alleged state discovery Violations in his intermediate appellate

brief.

(R., pp.41-52.)

However, as the

district court

properly concluded (R., pp.93-94), these

claims were waived because Yamparala failed t0 preserve them in the magistrate court. During
the magistrate court proceeding,

Yamparala made n0 objection

presented no testimony or evidence alleging wrongdoings by the
the

manner

in

Which the

state

t0

Trooper Kish’s testimony,

DMV,

and made n0 challenge

responded to his discovery requests.

Recording.)

As

the record or

from relevant controlling

the district court also properly concluded (R., p.93),

(ﬂ

generally Trial

Yamparala did not

authorities in support of these claims.

Instead,

cite to

Yamparala

largely roots these claims not in controlling law, but as a general plea for relief based

principles of fairness.

district court in the intermediate appeal.

speciﬁc error to the

to all or

(m

most of

district court,

his expired registration

on

Likewise, Yamparala’s appellate claims regarding the magistrate court’s

alleged Violation of his right t0 be heard

With respect

to

is

waived because Yamparala

it

to the

(ﬂ R., pp.41-52.)

his appellate claims,

Yamparala has also

failed t0 assign

and has instead merely recited various alleged justiﬁcations for

and complaints directed

Appellant’s brief.)

failed to present

at the

magistrate court, prosecutor, and

Because an appellate court directly reviews the

12

district

DMV.
court’s

intermediate appellate decisions, and because Yamparala has not alleged that the district court

erred, this

may afﬁrm 0n

Court

this alternative basis.

Additionally, Yamparala’s appellate

arguments are waived, t0 the extent they are supported by the exhibits he attached t0 his

(E Appellant’s brief exhibits;

appellate briefs.

some 0f these documents were reviewed by
trial (Trial

While

it

appears that at least

the magistrate court at the conclusion of the court

Recording, 7:22-9:48), none were properly admitted into evidence 0r subject t0 a

successful motion to

augment the appellate record.

In any event, the state asserts that

demonstrate he

is

entitled to relief.

none of Yamparala’s arguments, even

Yamparala has never disputed

expired at the time he was pulled over

DMV’s

R., pp.43-52.)

by Trooper Kish.

if considered,

that his registration

was

Yamparala’s complaints about the

practices are simply not relevant to this single issue that

was before

the magistrate court.

While, as Yamparala asserts, the magistrate court prevented him from cross-examining Trooper

Kish 0n the basis for the trafﬁc

stop,

such inquiries were not, as the magistrate court properly

recognized (Trial Recording, 5:25-7:20), relevant t0 a determination of Whether Yamparala was
driving With an expired registration.

Any motion

improper stop must have been raised prior to

trial.

to suppress evidence

I.C.R. 12(b)(3).

due t0 an allegedly

Additionally, any minor

discrepancies in Trooper Kish’s testimony or the prosecutor’s statements, even if correctly

identiﬁed by Yamparala, had n0 impact on the magistrate court’s determination, based upon clear

and overwhelming evidence,
I.C.R. 52

(“Any

that

Yamparala’s registration was expired when he was pulled over.

error, defect, irregularity or

be disregarded”).

variance that does not affect substantial rights must

Further, for the reasons set forth
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by

the state in

its

respondent’s brief in the

intermediate appeal (R., p.66), the state complied with the discovery requirements set forth in

I.C.R. 16.

Court construes Yamparala’s appellant’s brief as asserting

Finally, to the extent that this

that the state presented insufﬁcient evidence t0 support his conviction, the state asserts that the

state

presented substantial competent evidence, as described in the Statement 0f Facts and

Course of Proceedings section 0f this

brief,

Yamparala’s registration was expired

at the

Idaho 288, 292, 955 P.2d 603, 607

(Ct.

from Which a

rational factﬁnder could conclude that

time he was pulled over.

rational trier

0f

fact could

State V. Miller, 131

App. 1997) (“An appellate court Will not

judgment 0f conviction entered upon a factﬁnder’s verdict

which a

E

if there is substantial

set aside a

evidence upon

have found the essential elements 0f the crime beyond a

reasonable doubt”).

Yamparala’s appellate claims are waived pursuant to application of any 0f a variety of
procedural bars.

In any event, Yamparala’s claims fail even if considered

Court must therefore afﬁrm the

district court’s

on

intermediate appellate decision.
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their merits.

This

CONCLUSION
The
afﬁrm the

Court dismiss

state respectfully requests that this

district court’s

verdict ﬁnding

order afﬁrming the judgment imposed upon the magistrate court’s

Yamparala guilty of driving without a valid

DATED this

this appeal, 0r, in the alternative,

registration.

16th day oprril, 2019.

Mark W. Olson

/s/

MARK W. OLSON
Deputy Attorney General
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